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The fundamental purpose of this study is to set forth some descrip¬
tive and quantitative material regarding the cost and benefits of diver¬
sion centers and correctional institutions from a governmental perspecti
Also, an effort is made to assess the impact, if any, of diversion pro¬
gramming on correctional programming in Georgia.
The results of this study suggest that diversion centers are more
beneficial when compared to incarceration. The success of diversion
is explained by the fact that offenders sent to diversion centers are
required to obtain renumerated work in the "free world", whereas in¬
carcerated offenders, though involved in institutional work activities,
are not paid for their labor.
Regarding the impact of diversion on Georgia's correctional system,
this study found that diversion programming tends to increase the pro¬
portion of the total population under state supervision. Also, savings
of state funds and reduced reliance on penal institutions expected from
the use of diversion centers was not evident. Instead, a steady in¬
crease in the rate of incarceration was evident.
Material extracted from selected Georgia Department of Offender
Rehabilitation budgets and reports was employed in this study as the
principal sources of data. Other data include books, periodicals
and government documents.
I. INTRODUCTION
For a variety of reasons, society's primary response to criminal
behavior has been prison. The basic purposes of confinement have been
puntshment, deterrence, rehabilitation, and more recently, reintegra¬
tion into the community. The reality is that incarceration has gene¬
rated many unintended consequences. Recent developments in correctional
theory have suggested changing the custodial setting in which treatment
is administered, based on the facts that incarceration is not success¬
ful in rehabilitating offenders and that "community correction" can
effectively deal with marginal offenders and is very cost-effective in
the process. The reasoning here is that "if we can't do more, at least
we can safely do less". These developments represent an attempt to
divert nonviolent offenders who are sentenced to prison each year
through "community correction". Correctional policy makers are now
realizing that for most offenders rehabilitation is not successful:
there has been considerable evidence justifying that dis¬
illusion with the rehabilitative institution. It has become
increasingly evident that such institutions have been designed
to meet societal objectives of restraint and containment. Not
only are these institutions ineffective in attaining their re¬
habilitative objectives (objectives which they cannot be ex¬
pected to meet without considerable efforts in and by the lar¬
ger community), but the deleterious and destructive effects
of such incarceration appear further to add to the problems of
correctional clients.^
^Richard Quinney, Criminology: Analysis and Critique of Crime
in America, (Toronto, BostorTi Little-Brown and Co., 1975), p. 24.
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Correctional policy makers concerned with prison over crowding and
the attendant problems have encouraged the advent of "community correc¬
tion" as an alternative to incarceration. However, these alternatives
require some basis on which they can be analyzed and compared. Since
recidivism cannot truly be measured and therefore compared, a cost-
benefit study may give policy makers grounds to analyze variables which
are comparable. That is, the most that can be said of most research
designs is that offenders do as well in "community correction" or at
least no worse than they do in institutions. Given that traditional in¬
stitutions are unsuccessful in rehabilitating offenders, perhaps a less
dehumanizing alternative should be utilized.
Diversion Centers and Other Alternatives to Incarceration in Georgia.
This paper concerns "community correction" as an alternative to in¬
carceration in Georgia. The concept of "community correction" has come
to mean a variety of correctional dispositions outside of prison. The
list includes probation, diversion, restitution, intensive counseling
units, educational-counseling programs, and prerelease programs. As the
preceding list indicates, deinstitutionalization is not necessarily a
prerequisite for a "community correction" designation. For our pur¬
poses, "community correction" refers to the diversion-restitution program
in Georgia.
Increasing evidence of the futility of incarceration, prison popu¬
lation exceeding capacity, and limited correctional resources have
caused the Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation (DOR) to de¬
velop programs to deal with marginal offenders. Once such program is the
diversion-restitution program which gives judges an alternative to sen¬
tencing non-violent offenders to prison.
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Offenders selected for the program are placed on probation and are
therefore given a chance to serve a prison sentence outside of prison
and within their own community. Participants are critically screened
by a probation officer to insure that they comply with the prescribed
rules and regulations governing probationers in Georgia:
-Do not violate the criminal laws of any government unit.
-Avoid vicious or injurious habits, especially alcoholi in¬
toxication and narcotics and other dangerous drugs unless
prescribed lawfully.
-Avoid person or places of disreputable or harmful character.
-Report to the probation officer as directed and permit such
officer to visit him at home or elsewhere.
-Work faithfully at suitable employment insofar as may be possible.
-Do not change his present place of abode, move outside the juris¬
diction of the court, or leave the state for any period of time
without prior permission of the probation officer.
-Support his legal dependents to the best of his ability.
-Fulfill any stipulated condition imposed by the courts, i.e.,
diversion center.^
The above listed conditions must be fulfilled by the probationer
to avoid revocation of probation. For instance, rule three states to
3
"avoid persons or places of disreputable or harmful character". This
means a probationer can have his probation revoked (be sent to prison)
for associating with people on probation, parole, or who have a criminal
record or for going places where disreputable people congregate. Again,
failure to comply could result in revocation.
2
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Probation Manual
(Atlanta, Georgia, 1980), p. 5.
^Ibid.
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Massachussetts was the first state to establish a probation system
4
statewide. Other states followed suit and by 1940 only seven states,
5
including Georgia, had no statewide probation system. Georgia passed
the Statewide Probation Act creating a state probation system in 1956.
The 1956 law permitted already existing county probation systems in
Fulton, DeKalb, Cobb, Bibb, Chatham, Muscogee, and Richmond counties
to continue their independent operations.^ Only Fulton and DeKalb coun¬
ties came under the Statewide Probation Act and are supported by the
Department of Offender Rehabilitation's Probation Division.^ In 1982,
the Georgia General Assembly passed Act 1456 which allowed independent
probation systems to come into the Statewide system. For the first
g
time, all probationers are handled by the Probation Division.
Any sentence may be probated in Georgia except for capital offenses
such as murder and armed robbery, which carry a mandatory prison sen¬
tence. Currently, there are five categories of probation in Georgia:
straight probation, first offender act probation, split probation, di¬
version-restitution center, and intensive probation superivision. Straight
probation is the traditional sentence where the convicted offender serves
4
George Killinger. Correction in the Community: Alternatives to
Incarceration (St. Paul, Minnesota: West Publishing Co., 1974), p. 58.
5
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Probation Division







his sentence in the community under the supervision of a probation of-
9
ficer. The First Offender Act is basically the same except the person
is not considered to be convicted of a crime if he successfully com¬
pletes a period of probation. Split probation is both a prison sentence
and a probation sentence. The offender is required to serve a certain
amount of time in prison and a certain amount of time on probation. The
diversion center is similar to split probation except that the offender
is not incarcerated. The offender is sentenced to a diversion center
where he stays except while at work and then is placed on regular probation
when he sucessfully completes the diversion center program. Finally, in¬
tensive probation supervision is a probated sentence where the offender
is supervised in the community but under the strict supervision of a pro¬
bation officer.
As alluded to earlier, diversion-restitution centers in Georgia were
established in response to the rising cost of incarceration, over-crowded
prisons and the fact that marginal offeners could be handled outside of
prison. Presently, Georgia has twelve centers with two more expected to
be completed in 1983. These centers represent an alternative to incarce¬
ration for those offenders who require more than conventional probation
but less than total incarceration. Though diversion centers are not
self-supporting, the only cost to the taxpayer is purported to be staff
salary. The probationer is required to pay room and board by working a
job in the "free world". Thismakeshim a taxpayer. In addition, the pro¬
bationer has to also support his family, pay court cost and fines, restitu¬
tion to victims and child support. More significantly, the offender is al¬
lowed to remain in the community, thus enhancing his access to sources to
personal satisfaction and esteem,
9
Ibid., p. 5,
II. THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING
Internship Experience and Responsibilities .
The internship with the Atlanta Diversion-Restitution Center pro¬
vided the writer the opportunity to interface with residents of the cen¬
ter while performing a number of administrative tasks. The interaction
with the residents allowed the writer to gain insight into the as¬
pirations of most of the residents, which was the most rewarding aspect
of the internship. Relatedly, the internship experience helped the writer
to dispel the notion that offenders are somehow qualitatively different
from non-offenders.
One noteworthy observation made by the writer concerned the fact
that several participants of the program expressed their preference for
jail as opposed to the center. This was because jail sentences tend to
be shorter, whereas probation put them under surveillance for a con¬
siderable period of time, and if probation were eventually revoked, the
resident could possibly serve a longer sentence in prison. Residents
were entitled to a disciplinary hearing for the violation of center
rules before they were returned to jail. These hearings, held among
staff members and the resident, were characterized by a preponderance
of circumstantial evidence against the resident. The decision to re¬
turn a resident to jail was intentionally arbitrary and put the offender
in a precarious position. One counselor at the center explicitly stated
that the decision to return a resident to jail is intentionally
-6-
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vague so as to reduce speculation about possible punishment for the vio¬
lation of center rules.
Another observation made at the center was that the program stress¬
ed counseling and group therapy, rather than vocational training and/or
academic pursuit. Obviously the relevance of such psychologically
oriented programs are deeply rooted in the belief that offenders are
qualitatively different from the rational individual. Of course, some
residents will speak favorably of these programs, but the extent to
which their comments are a "put-on" is unknown. This is to be expected
in a program where an offender's release is dependent upon a staff mem¬
ber's view of the cause of the offender's problem.
Another observation made by the writer was that these "community
correction" programs reproduced many of the coercive elements of penal
institutions. For instance, the consumption of alcohol and other vices
were not allowed and residents suspected of indulging in such ac¬
tivities were subjected to alcohol and drug tests at any time. Curfew
was strictly enforced. Residents were given an hour to get to and from
work. Checks from employment had to be signed over to the business
manager and at no time were residents to have mere than twenty-five
dollars; any excess amount was to be reported to the business manager.
Driving a vehicle was forbidden without special permission. Visitors
were allowed only at certain times (weekends) and in certain places.
The writer's responsibilities at the center were varied and many.
In regards to time alloted to a particular function, all were of equal
importance and no one activity consumed a disproportionate amout of time.
Yet whenever time permitted, the writer attempted to promote the acqui¬
sition of basic literacy skills, i.e., reading, writing and arithmetic.
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primarily because the writer recognized the absence of such skills placed
the residents at a disadvantage in the competitive social order in which
we live.
The following were the writer's responsibilities at the Atlanta Di¬
version-Restitution Center:
-administered the orientation and intake procedures to residents
selected for the program.
-provided tutoring to residents in basic communication skills.
-assisted the Employment Coordinator in developing an Employment
Resource Manual.
-supervised and participated in community service projects and re¬
creational activities.
An internship with the Atlanta Diversion-Restitution Center is particu¬
larly meaningful to students in the social sciences because it helps to
unravel misconceptions regarding offenders. It is the writer's conten¬
tion that emphais placed on the acquisition of remedial skills and vo¬
cational training will at least marginally enhance the resident's
opportunity for employment that provides adequate wages. The writer is
convinced that the pursuit of such knowledge is sine qua non if most
residents are to realize their personal worth.
The Agency and Its Functions ,
Diversion-Restitution Centers operate under the auspices of the
Probation Division of the Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation.
The centers are charged with providing twenty-four hour residential su¬
pervision to offenders who require more than traditional probation but
less than long term incarceration. Its functions include reducing the
number of probation revocations and increasing restitution paid to vic¬
tims. In addition, the centers provide out-client services to
- 9 -
those participants who successfully complete their sentences at the
center. Each resident is sentenced to the center for a minimum of
four months. The objective of diverting marginal offenders away from
further criminal activity is pursued through the following efforts of:
-assisting each resident in acquiring and maintaining em¬
ployment at least for the duration of his residency at the
center. This effort involves an assessment of the job skills,
pre-employment counseling, job placement and the monitoring
of work performance.
-offering individual and group counseling sessions designed
to enhance the residents' consumer skills and civic respon¬
sibilities.
-providing guidance to residents required to make restitution
payments and other court ordered conditions of probation.
-professional counseling aimed at the personal and social ad¬
justment of individual residens in attaining a period of
stablization in their lives.
-assisting each resident with reintergration into the com¬
munity and transition to regular probation.
Participation in the program rather than being sentenced to prison
allows the offender to work, be charged room and board, pay taxes, pay
restitution, pay for his own personal items, financially assist his
family and pay fines to the court. The criteria used to determine which
offender qualifies for the program are: (1) the offender would other¬
wise be incarcerated; (2) the offender has committed a property crime
not involving the use of a weapon or an act of violence; (3) the of¬
fender is not regarded as a habitual criminal; (4) the offender
must be in suitable health and capable of maintaining employment; and
(5) the offender is willing to enter a contract with the center es-
11
tablishing objectives which must be achieved before being released.
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Probation




Identification of the Problem .
Continuing increases in the number of admissions and the length
of sentences to prison are the most significant problems confronting
Georgia's correctional policy makers. A number of community-based
programs have been initiated in response to this dilemma. The diver¬
sion center is one such program. When one compares the social and
fiscal cost of incarceration to that supervision in the community, the
effects of such considerations on correctional thinking is considered
obvious.
Overcrowding aggravates all the abysmal conditions of prison. In¬
creased assaults, suicides, mental disorders, idleness, and riots are in¬
dicative of the urgency of the moment. As a result of the increased
violence and disease, some inmates are in effect sentenced to death. The
public certainly did not intend these penalties, yet overcrowding im¬
plements them.
Another problem with the prison population exceeding capacity is tha
it makes already bad working conditions worse. According to Vince Fallir
of the Probation Division, many administrators have given up trying to
12
convince legislators to appropriate additional funds for treatment.
Instead, control is the primary and ultimate objective. Guards are ofter
unable to stop stronger inmates from victimizing weaker ones.
12
Interview with Vince Fall in, Georgia Department of Offender
Rehabilitation, Probation Division, Atlanta, Georgia, 8 March 1983.
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Yet another problem with overcrowding involves the provision of
basic services. Prison industries have been unable to adequately ac¬
commodate a proliferating surplus labor force. Inmates already working
must work shorter hours so as to accommodate new inmates. Access to
educational programs have been restricted. No longer are staff members
trying to match inmates and programs, rather they are preoccupied with
trying to find inmates a place to sleep. Although the rehabilitative
effects of institutional education and prison industries are inconclu¬
sive, they are useful as a means of maintaining order. Decreases in
activity and increases in idleness are almost always followed by in¬
creases in violence. Work activities are a key to control.
Still another problem withovercrowding is that it fosters the
spread of communicable diseases and promotes heart attacks and high
blood pressure. The stress of crowding and the density of germs break
down the body's defenses to disease. This is especially consequential
for older inmates as they tend to die prematurely under these conditions.
Georgia incarcerates more people in proportion to population than
any other state despite the fact that its crime rate is below the na¬
tional average, and is therefore often referred to as the "toughest"
14
state. These institutions punish in ways unintended. Abridging the
liberties of thousands of people is intended to reduce crime. But
evidence indicates that low incarceration rates are usually associated
15
with low crime rates and vice versa. To continue to incarcerate so
^^Paul Paulus, Garvin McClain and Verne Cox, "Prison Standards:
Some Pertinent Data on Crowding;" Federal Probation, December 1981, p. 32
^^Interview with Tim Carr, Georgia Department of Offender Rehabil
tation. Office of Systems and Statistics, Atlanta, Georgia, 8 March 1983.
15Paulus, op. cit., p. 33.
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many people means additional expenditures for new prisons and the ex¬
pansion of existing ones. Whether other uses of correctional resources
would be more useful expenditures is questionable.
Incarceration is the most expensive form of social control because
of the capital expenditures involved. Besides operating expenses, power
plants, sewer lines, cells, and infirmaries must be constructed. During
the 1982 fiscal year, Georgia taxpayers spent $24.61 daily for each of¬
fender incarcerated in a state institution including $3.20 per diem for
16
capital outlay. Thus far, Georgia's prisons have not been constructed
with borrowed money; instead the General Assembly appropriates the funds
for construction from general revenues. If they were constructed with
borrowed funds, this could increase correctional costs considerably.
Capital cost makes up only thirteen (13) percent of the total cost
to house an inmate in a state institution. Approximately thirty-three
(33) percent of the cost goes towards care and custody.These costs
are expected to increase as correctional workers demand greater compen¬
sation for underpaid and increasingly dangerous work.
The Georgia General Assembly will not be able to continue to ap¬
propriate the general revenue funds necessary to build its way out of the
overcrowding situation. Moreover, expenditures requiring the state to
borrow large amounts of money are unpopular expenditures and incompati-
able with the inclinations of the General Assembly's fiscal conservatives
These constraints warrant more habilitating options to incarceration.
I C
^Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Office of Budgi
and Planning, "Cost to House an Inmate," Atlanta, Georgia, 1983.
17 Ibid.
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Statement of the Problem .
Georgia's correctional policy makers are in the midst of a correc¬
tional crisis. Continuing growth in the number of offenders sentenced
to prison coupled with increases in the length of sentences have con¬
tributed to an overcrowding problem in Georgia's penal institutions. To
make matters worse, Georgia has the distinction of having the highest per
capita incarceration rate of any other state. The fiscal and humane im¬
plications of this predicament were outlined in the previous section.
Diversion-Restitution centers are one of several programs intended to
alleviate the overcrowding problem. Proponents aruge that such programs
should be advanced based on fiscal considerations. In other words, these
programs are "just what the doctor ordered".
Inasmuch as offenders placed in diversion centers are sentenced there
for four months, whereas offenders placed indiversion centers are sen¬
tenced there for four months, whereas offenders sent to prison remain
there for at least twelve months, the cost of diversion should be less
than institutions. This could have been accomplished simply by reducing
the length of prison sentences. The cost of diversion is further reduced
by the fact that participants pay room and board to the state. Work re¬
lease programs where prisoners are renumerated for employment in the "free
world" could have produced similar results for incarcerated offenders. It
is unclear whether diversion programs are real options and actually less
costly than incarceration.
The fundamental purpose of this study is to provide some descriptive
and quantitative material regarding the contention that diversion centers
are less costly than incarceration and should be pursued as a viable option
-14-
and quantitative material regarding the contention that diversion
centers are less costly than incarceration and should be pursued as
a viable option to incarceration. This effort involves a comparison
of the cost of diversion and prison. Consequently, a determination
will be made regarding savings, if any, accruing to the state as a
result of diversion.
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Consequently, some individuals and groups are more likely than others
to act irrationally because of forces beyond their control, such as a
19
disorganized community. Therefore, we must be sensitive in our pur¬
suit of law and order so as not to violate the civil liberties of indi¬
viduals since some people cannot be held fully accountable for their
actions.
Second, since criminal behavior emanates from social forces, no
single policy prescription can adequately meet the challenge of managing
crime. No single formula, theory, or generalization can adequately ex¬
plain the vast range of behavior called crime. Perhaps another set of
circumstances would give the offender a chance to assimilate since all
20people are potentially well-meaning. This helps to explain the posi¬
tivist’s faith in rehabilitation. Positivists urge that until modifi¬
cations are made in the objective of criminal justice policies toward
21rehabilitation, we should not expect to resolve the crime problem.
On the other hand, classical-conservative criminological reasoning
suggests that offenders must be punished notwithstanding the social
forces which may have contributed to the offense.. The commission of
a crime is an infringement on the rights of those who act rationally.
Offenders should be sequestered until the society is reasonably as¬
sured of their behavior. Classical theory criticizes criminal behavior
22
as "diseased" and as such does not place much hope in rehabilitation.
^^President's Commission on Law Endorcement and the Administration oi
Justice, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society (Washington, D.C.: U.S.




Edward Banfield, The Unheavenly City Revisited (Boston, Massa¬
chusetts: Little Brown and Co.,” 1974), Chapter 8.
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Classical principles hold that criminal behavior can be managed
only in a manner offenders can understand. Towards this end, classical
theory advances some simple policy prescriptions. Since current efforts
to deter crime do not work, then clearly more stringent measures are
necessary, such as providing more law enforcement agencies to be omni¬
present and would-be offenders would abandon the idea of assaulting any¬
one in view of the high risk of being apprehended. To complement omni¬
present law enforcement agencies, conservatives advocate harsher pen-
23
alties for offenders.
Finally, conservatives are prepared to detain those who are "po¬
tentially likely" to commit a crime but have not violated the law as a
necessary means for protecting the rational society from the "genetically
deficient". Edward Banfield is particularly suggestive here. Banfield
suggests that:
if abridging the freedom of persons who have not
committed crimes is incompatible with the principles
of a free society, so, also, is the presence in such
society of persons who,- if their freedom is not abridg¬
ed, would use it to inflict serious injuries on others.
There is, therefore, a painful dilemma. If some people's
freedom is not abridged by law enforcement agencies,
that of others will be abridged by law breakers. The
question, therefore, is not whether abridging the freedom
of those who may commit serious crimes is an evil-
it is - but whether it is a lesser or greater one than the
alternative.^^
The prevailing policy prescriptions on crime fail to move away from
an understanding of crime which preserves a social order based on in¬
equality and irrational behavior and towards an understanding of crime
23
Edward Banfield, The Unheavenly City Revisited (Boston, Massa¬
chusetts: Little Brown and Company, 1974), Chapter 8.
24 Ibid., p. 184.
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which preserves a social order based on inequality and irrational be¬
havior and towards an understanding of crime that makes the violation
of the right to food, shelter, medical care, employment and human
dignity a crime. With such a definition, any person engaged in denying
these rights is a criminal and any condition which abridges these rights
pcwould be considered criminal.
To the extent that the absence of the right to life sustaining and
life enhancing resources is characteristic of our social order, some
people commit crimes as a natural response to such forces. In a so¬
ciety where people must fend for themselves and their dependents u-
tilizing the best opportunities available, some people may, unfortu¬
nately, violate the laws of society. It is generally accepted that the
government has the responsibility to provide its citizens with the op¬
portunities to acquire basic necessities of life. In turn, the citizens
will comply with the laws established by the government. When the
government fails to provide basic life sustaining resources, then the
citizens no longer feel compelled to comply with the laws of the govern¬
ment. This raises questions regarding the nature of crime which the pre¬
vailing policy perspectives are not prepared to address.
25
George Napper, Perception of Crime: Problems and Implications,"
in Robert Woodson, ed.. Black Perspectives on Crime and the Criminal Justice
System,(Boston, Massachusetts: G.K. Hall and Co., 1977), p. 5.
IV. METHODOLOGY
From a governmental vantage point, this study compares the di-
J^sct institutional cost of incarceration to that of the Diversion-
Restitution program in Georgia. Also, some of the monetary benefits
generated by each program will be determined. This study considers
benefits in the form of unpaid inmate labor and the value of the
commodities produced by their labor. The extent to which the pro¬
ductive activities of inmate labor enhances the fiscal posture of the
government will be recognized. One other significant feature of this
study is that data will be provided regarding the impact, if any, of
"community correction" on reducing the correctional system's reliance
on penal institutions.
Secondary data acquired from various units within the Georgia
Department of Offender Rehabilitation are employed in this study. Most
of the data reported in this study were extracted from selected depart¬
ment budgets and reports. It must be noted that in some instances
estimates had to be used because of the absence of definitive information.
For instance, it is the writer's understanding that data on the number
and cost of projects involving the Mobile Inmate Construction Crew are
not available. The purpose of this unit will be explained later in
this section of the paper.
Certain constraints required that the writer use secondary data.
One is the uncertainty of interviews with indiviudal offenders; the
purpose was to increase the writer's insight into the costs and benefits
-19-
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of alternative forms of social control. Also, the ease of access to
already existing fiscal data and the constraint of time influenced the
writer's decision to use secondary data.
The criteria used to select one program as opposed to another were
the following: (1) the program with the least cost per offender; (2)
the program with the most benefits generated per offender; and (3) the
program with the highest benefit-cost ratio. In addition, data re¬
garding the utilization of penal institutions and institutional cost
as a percentage of total departmental expenditures will be reported.
This is necessary to demonstrate the extent to which "community
correction" has reduced the government's reliance on correctional institu¬
tions and therefore save money.
The criterion applied first involves the direct cost of each pro¬
gram. Financial information taken from selected departmental budgets re¬
garding the cost encumbered by the state for each program will be com¬
pared. Because of differences in the length of sentences for diversion
center participants and incarcerated offenders, the cost comparison is
based on the assumption that offenders served one year. This assump¬
tion is necessary since on the average, diversion center beds are avail¬
able three times a year, whereas institutional beds are available once
every twenty-one months. This helps to explain why diversion programs
are contended to be more economical than incarceration. (Detailed data
regarding the cost of diversion centers and correctional institutions are
presented in appendices A and B, respectively.)
The second criterion employed considers the financial gains ac¬
cruing to the state that would not have otherwise occurred. This
-21-
calculation was slightly more difficult than assessing the cost in¬
curred. Monies collected for fines, court cost, room and board pay¬
ments and taxes paid are some of the benefits attributable to the
diversion program. (Appendix C presents the findings on benefits ob¬
tained from diversion for the years under consideration in this study.)
However, the benefits accumulated from incarceration are less explicit.
Be that as it may, the above mentioned benefits of diversion were com¬
pared to an estimated labor value of incarcerated offenders involved
in selected institutional work assignments plus the reported value of
commodities produced by their labor. These assignments include the
Georgia Correctional industries, the Mobile Inmate Construction Crew,
the Correctional Farm Operation and transitional Centers. A brief de¬
scription of these activities and an explanation of how their values are
to be calculated is in order.
The Georgia Correctional Industries is a public corporation which
operates eleven industrial plants located in several correctional insti¬
tutions throughout the state. These plants use roughly six hundred (600)
inmates and represent some of the most skilled inmate labor to manu¬
facture much of the wood, metal, concrete and chemical products consumed
26by state, county and municipal agencies.
The value of the goods produced by those inmated was obtained from
the Georgia Correctional Industries' Comparative Profit-Loss Statement.
The net income realized is used as one benefit generated by this activity.
(See appendix H for details.)
26
Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Fact Book (At¬lanta, Georgia, 1983j, p. 3.
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The Mobile Inmate Construction Crew represents approximately
fifty (50) skilled inmates such as masons, carpenters, welders, and
heavy equipment operators who are charged with assisting the department
and other state agencies in the construction and renovation of exist¬
ing buildings. During the 1982 fiscal year, this group constructed
the Metro Transitional Center in Atlanta, renovated the Department of
Children and Family Services' offices in Darien, and a number of other
27
projects; the value of porjects by those inmates was not available.
The department's Farm Operation unit is responsible for the pro¬
duction of basic agricultural and dairy goods and over sixty (60) percent
28
of the total food needed for the correctional system. This unit is
assigned seven hundred (700) inmates for work details which range from
29
food service cook to inventory clerk to farm equipment operator. The
value of commodities produced by this unit was obtained from selected de-
pratmental budgets, reports and the Farm Production and Evaluation Plan.
The net wholesale value of the goods produced served as one benefit re¬
sulting from this unit. (Refer to appendix F.)
Transitional Centers are similar to diversion centers except that of¬
fenders in transitional centers have less than one year remaining on
their prison sentence. There are seven centers located throughout the
state with a total bed capacity for four hundred and eighty (480) inmates.
Inmates selected for the program are required to obtain employment in
the "free world" and pay room and board to the state. The value of
taxes deducted from gross earnings and room and board payments made to
^^Georgia Department of Offender Rehabilitation, Office of Public




the state was obtained from selected department budgets and reports.
(Refer to appendix D.)
An estimated labor valuation accompanied the reported value of net
income from the Correctional Industries and the wholesale value of the
Farm Operation commodities. An estimated labor valuation served as the
only benefit derived from the activities of the Mobile Inmate Con¬
struction Crew. (See appendixE.) The value of taxes collected and
room and board payments are the only benefits generated from the Tran¬
sitional Center.
The value of inmate labor for Correctional Industries and the Farm
Operation is calculated simply by the multiplication of the prevailing
minimum hourly wage rate and the number of inmate hours used in the par¬
ticular activity. To account for nonproductive time such as periodic
security counts, illness, court appearances, etc., a factor of twenty
(20) percent is used to reflect the differences. Since many of the in¬
mates could have conceivably earned more than the minimum wage, a factor
of twenty (20) seems appropriate. This factor is reflected in the total
inmate labor value. It suffices to note here that this factor is not
used in determining the inmate labor valuation of the Farm Operation since
the actual number of hours worked by inmates is reported in the depart¬
mental budgets. The detailed labor valuation for the farm operation is
reported in appendix G. Put another way, this factor is only used for
the Mobile Inmate Construction Crew and the Correctional Industries. (See
Appendices E and I.)
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Consider the following example:
(A) (B) (C) (D) (F)
Total Inmate Total Hourly Labor
ACTIVITY Inmates Hours Hours Wage Valuation
Correctional
Industries 605 2080 1 ,258,400 $3.35 $3,372,512
NOTE:
A = extracted from DOR's 1982 Annual Report
B = 52 weeks X 40 hours weekly
C = A X B
0 = prevailing minimum wage
E = C X D minus .2 (C X D)
The third criterion employed involves the relationship of benefits
to cost. Once the costs and benefits were determined for each program,
a benefit-cost ratio was calculated and compared. This was accomplished
simply by dividing the total cost into the total benefits. The relation¬
ship between each dollar expended and the attendant benefits generated
was illustrated (see table 3). This benefit-cost ratio is helpful in
analyzing the differences in cost and benefits obtained by each program
and for choosing the most efficient of the two policies.
Finally, data concerning the number of inmates admitted into pri¬
son, probation admissions, institutional expenditures as a percentage
of total departmental expenditures and annual prison population were
extracted from selected department budgets and annual reports. The data
are tabulated and analyzed for the purpose of identifying trends in the
use of "community correction" alternatives.
V. SUMMARY OF DATA ANALYSIS
Cost Analysis.
In regards to the question of whether the Diversion-Restitution




DIVERSION-RESTITUTION CENTERS AND CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
FY 1979-1982
ACTIVITY FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
DIVERSION
CENTERS^
$3,191,367 $2,514,373 $2,309,227 $1 ,633,577
NUMBER OF
OFFENDERS
456 421 379 399
ANNUAL COST
PER OFFENDER
$ 6,999 $ 5,972 $ 6,093 $ 4,819
DAILY COST $ 19.18 $ 16.36 $ 16.70 $ 13.00




10,184 10,034 9,592 8,914
ANNUAL COST
PER OFFENDER
$ 6,510 $ 5,476 $ 5,078 $ 4,748
DAILY COST $ 17.84 $ 15.00 $ 13.19 $ 13.00
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Selected Budgets, 1979-19E
NOTE. appendix A for diversion center cost components.
^See appendix B for correctional institution cost components.
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The results on the preceding page suggest that correctional in¬
stitutions are less expensive than the diversion program in Georgia,
However, it must be remembered that the cost analysis of incarceration
includes only direct insitutional cost and that indirect institutional
costs have been omitted. The reason for the omission is that indirect
costs (institutional support costs) usually do not vary in proportion to
changes in the offender population; this would cause difficulties in
justifying the basis for allocating institutional support costs. There¬
fore, the preceding analysis should be viewed caution.
The daily per offender cost of diversion centers have increased
from $13.20 in 1979 to $19.18 in 1982, an increase of roughly forty-
five (45) percent in four years. This per diem increase can be attri¬
buted to increases in personnel and utilities-telecommunications which
have improved one hundred and eight (108) percent and one hundred and
three (103) percent, respectively, over the past four years. It should
be acknowledged that most of the cost components of the diversion pro¬
gram as a percentage of total program expenditures have remained re¬
latively constant over the years, the exception being personnel (see
appendix A.) The fact that the number of offenders in the diversion
program has risen does not adequately explain the changes, since the
number of offenders increased thirty-five (35) percent since 1979, and
therefore is not solely responsible for the increase since the increases
should have been proportional. That is, any increase over thirty-five
percent must have been caused by other factors. Possible explanations
are the Consumer Price Index, energy prices and advances in wages for
personnel.
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The per diem costs of incarceration have accelerated thirty-
seven (37) percent since 1979, with most of the advances occasioned
by the same factors as with the diversion program, namely, utilities-
telecommunications and personnel. But these increases have not been
as considerable as the diversion program increases. For example,
personnel expenditures increased only fifty-eight (58) percent, and
utilities-telecommunications expenditures advanced eighty (80) per¬
cent, whereas the number of offenders in correctional institutions in¬
creased fourteen (14) percent since 1979. Most of the cost components
of institutional expenditures as a percentage of total institutional




The following information should be viewed in relation to benefits
generated by the Diversion-Restitution program and selected activities of
incarcerated offenders in Georgia.
Table 2
BENEFIT COMPARISON
DIVERSION-RESTITUTION CENTERS AND CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
FY 1979-1982
ACTIVITY FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
DIVERSION CENTER
TOTAL 1
BENEFITS $1 ,775,316 $1 ,600,715 $1 ,268,009 $ 963,735
NUMBER OF
OFFENDERS 456 421 379 339
ANNUAL BENEFITS




CENTERS^ $ 611,054 $ 458,970 $ 422,900 $ 307,270
MOBILE CREW,
LABOR VALUE”^ 278,720 278,720 257,920 241,280
FARM OPERATION
NET W/S VALUE^ $1 ,481 ,069 $1 ,057,743 $1 ,737,351 $1 ,376,312
LABOR VALUE^ $3,015,000 $3,015,000 $2,790,000 $2,610,000
INDUSTRIES^
NET INCOME 883,138 429,471 562,047 299,258
LABOR VALUE^ $3,372,512 $3,372,512 $2,991,872 $2,798,848
TOTAL BENEFITS $9,641,493 $8,612,416 $8,762,090 $7,632,968
NUMBER OF OFFENDERS 10,184 10,134 9,592 8,914
ANNUAL BENEFITS
PER OFFENDER 940 858 913 856
SOURCE: Georgia DOR, Selected Budgets and Annual Reports FY 1979-1982.
-29-
NOTE:
(1) Refers to Appendix C
(2) Refers to Appendix D
(3) Refers to Appendix E
(4) Refers to Appendix F
(5) Refers to Appendix G
(6) Refers to Appendix H
(7) Refers to Appendix I
The above analysis indicates that the diversion program is most
beneficial when compared to selected productive activities of incarce¬
rated offenders. Since 1979 the annual per offender benefits occasioned
by the diversion program have increased thirty-seven (37) percent, only
two percentage points more than the increase in the number of offenders
over the same period, almost a one-to-one percentage increase.
The following percentages indicate where the diversion program in¬
creases have occurred since 1979 (see appendix C):
TAXES 77%
ROOM AND BOARD 88%
FAMILY ASSISTANCE - - 55%
RESTITUTION PAYMENTS — 86%
COURT COSTS AND FINES- - 105%
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Public Affairs, Selected Annual Reports
1979-1982
Benefits generated by the diversion program make the offender an
asset rather than a liability to the state. This is because taxes col¬
lected increase slightly the fiscal posture of the state and national
government. Room and board payments help to subsidize the diversion pro¬
gram. Family assistance potentially reduces public assistance payments
to offenders' families. Restitution payments enhance the image of the
criminal justice system from the victim's vantage point, while court
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costs and fines are returned to local jurisdictions, thus improving
their financial position, albeit marginally.
The following information represents the distribution of benefits
obtained from the Diversion Program during the 1982 fiscal year (see
appendix C):
taxes 25%
ROOM AND BOARD 39%
FAMILY ASSISTANCE 10%
RESTITUTION PAYMENT - —09%
COURT COSTS AND FINES —17%
SOURCE: Georgia DOR office of Public Affairs, Selected Annual Reports
1979-1982
On the surface, the above data suggests that the diversion program
is most successful in having offenders pay room and board, and that re¬
stitution payments to victims, one of the expressed purposes of the
program, is less than a primary concern. It is necessary here to note
that monies for family assistance, restitution payments and court costs
and fines are dependent on the net earning of offenders. Room and
board payments are a fixed deduction and are collected regardless of
the net earnings of offenders. Given the fact that room and board
payments are not subject to the constraint of net earnings, the writer
suspects that meaningful employment which provides adequate wages for
offenders is not a primary concern with diversion center administrators.
This suspicion is supported by the fact that offenders are encouraged
to accept menial and minimum wage employment, essentially to make
room and board payments. Failure to do so could result in revocation
of probation.
-31-
The financial gains generated from the productive activities of
incarcerated offenders are greater in total amount (a healthy $9.6
million in 1982) but substantially less as a contribution per of¬
fender than the diversion program (see page 26). Since 1979, these
benefits have increased twenty-six (26) percent, almost a two-to-one
relationship. Increases in selected activities of incarcerated of¬
fenders since 1979 are the following (refer to table 2 in the Cor¬
rectional Institutions section):
TRANSITION CENTERS 99%
MOBILE INMATE CONSTRUCTION CREW-LABOR VALUE 15%
FARM OPERATION NET WHOLESALE VALUE —92%
FARM OPERATION-LABOR VALUE - 15%
CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES-NET INCOME 195%
CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES-LABOR VALUE 20%
SOURCE: Georgia DOR, Selected Budgets and Annual Report 1979-1982
The greatest increases occurred in the net income of Correctional
Industries. This can be explained by the fact that Correctional In¬
dustries is a public corporation, the purpose being to realize a pro¬
fit utilizing nonrenumerated inmate labor.
The contributions of Transitional Centers have increased almost
twofold since 1979. Since room and board payments are the only monies
deducted from net earnings of Transitional offenders, room and board
payments should have also increased by the same amount.
The total benefits of incarcerated offenders is considerable when
viewed in light of the fact that the cost to replace those inmate with
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“free world" labor would be in excess of the $9.6 million as mentioned
on the previous page of this study. In addition, the state does not pay
sales taxes on materials used in various projects, insurance or fringe
benefits for offenders. Moreover, this study does not include the work
details of all the offenders incarcerated and involved in productive
activities in Georgia.
Of course, one could argue that offender work details are intended
primarily for promoting discipline, punishment and for keeping the of¬
fender busy, rather than to provide financial benefits to the state.
But the fact remains that the custodial and maintenance work activities
of offenders result in immense monetary savings for the state.
Benefit-Cost Ratio
The relationship of benefits to cost for the two programs considered
in this study are as follows:
Table 3
BENEFIT-COST RATIO
DIVERSION-RESTITUTION PROGRAM AND CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS
FY 1979-1982
ACTIVITY FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
DIVERSION PROGRAM:
BENEFITS $1 ,775,316 $1 ,600,715 $1,268,009 $ 963,735
COST $3,191,367 $2,514,373 $2,309,227 $1,633,578
RATIO .56 .64 .55 .59
CORRECTIONAL
INSTITUTIONS:
BENEFITS $9,614,493 $8,612,416 $8,762,090 $7,632,968
COST $66,298,763 $54,950,252 $48,704,957 $42,324,607
RATIO .15 .16 .18 .18
SOURCE: Georgia DOR, Selected Budgets and Annual Report 1979-1982
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The preceding analysis demonstrates that the diversion restitu¬
tion program is the most cost-efficient of the two programs. The
analysis also indicates that both programs declined in efficiency
since 1979. During the 1979 fiscal year the diverrsion program return¬
ed .59 cents for each dollar expended. Coincidentally, this decline
was essentially the same for correctional institutions, which went
from .13 cents for each dollar expended in 1979 to .15 cents for each
dollar expended in 1982. The results of the correctional institutions
must be viewed with caution because of the absence of institutional
support cost and the productive activities of other incarcerated of¬
fenders in Georgia.
Finally, it should be noted that the fluctuations in the benefit-
cost ratio of correctional institutions have been minimal, while changes
in the diverrsion program have advanced to a high of .64 in 1981 and
to a low of .55 in 1980 (see table 3 ),
Some Effects of Pi version on the Georgia Correctional System.
The preceding cost and benefit analysis provided some quantita¬
tive and descriptive data which suggested that the diversion program
is more beneficial when compared to incarceration in Georgia. Given
this fact, one might expect such alternatives to incarceration to
reduce the states reliance on costly penal institutions. Also, any
tendencies toward alternatives to incarceration would serve the in¬
terest of the cost conscious taxpayer. Information has been formu¬
lated to examine these notions. The table on the following page sets
out data regarding the utilization of prisons in Georgia.
Table 4















1979 12,120 225 7,272 135 5,391,000
1980 11,872 217 7,300 134 5,464,000
1981 12,526 225 9,231 166 5,565,000
1982 13,155 233 11,689 207 5,639,000
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Research and Evaluation, Inmate Data Base
1979-1982
The results on the utilization of correctional institutions are mixed.
On the one hand, the results suggest that the average monthly count per
100,000 population has increased only modestly, a mere four (4) percent
over the years. However, analysis which relies on averages may be ob¬
scured by extremely high or low figures. For this reason, actual ad¬
mission figures were also employed. The results show an increase in ad¬
missions per 100,000 population of fifty-eight (58) percent, between the
years 1979 through 1982.
Evidence that correctional institutions are being abandoned is un¬
founded, while there is support that the Georgia correctional system is
processing a larger proportion of its population. The data further sug¬
gests that this increase in institutional-based social control is oc¬
curring concurrently with the use of community-based programs.
Proponents of diversions programs contend that the total number of
offenders in the correctional system would decline if alternatives to
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incarceration are adopted. This is because offenders in community-based
programs would not become reinvolved in criminal activities. The fol¬
lowing table examines trends in the total number of offenders under
supervision of Georgia correctional system.
Table 5








CASELOAD DIVERSION 100,000 POPULATION
1979 12,120 38,000 339 936 5,391,000
1981 11,872 41,200 379 978 5,464,000
1982 12,526 43,229 421 1,009 5,565,000
1983 13,155 46,255 479 1,062 5,639,000
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Research and Evaluation, Inmate Data Base
1979-1982
As the above table indicates, the rate per 100,000 population
under supervision of Georgia's correctional system increases from 936
to 1062, an increase of thirteen (13) percent between 1979 and 1982.
Again, because of the elasticity of averages, an analysis of actual ad¬
missions was conducted.
Table 6











1979 7,272 22,441 450 560 5,391,000
1980 7,300 24,575 505 593 5,464,000
1981 9,231 27,213 570 665 5,639,000
1982 11,689 32,140 598 788 5,639,000
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Research and Evaluation , Inmate Data Base
1979-1982
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As can be seen from the table on the preceding page, admissions
per 100,000 increased from 560 in 1979 to 788 in 1982, an increase of
approximately forty-one (41) percent in four years. For the periods
under study, the results tend to show a steady increase in the number
of persons under supervision of the correctional system, and the pro¬
portion of the total population under supervision has increased notice¬
ably. Diversion intake appears to have had no significant impact on
the increases in the number of persons under state supervision from
1979 through 1982. In 1979, for example, diversion intake accounted for
less than two (2) percent of total admissions and in 1982, the figure
was basically the same. Whereas, seventy-four (74) percent of those
under state supervision were placed on probation in 1979, by 1982 this
figure was decreased slightly to seventy-two (72) percent with penal
institutions accounting for the difference.
The current wave of fiscal retrenchment has restricted all public
sector programming, and corrections is no exception. Yet fiscal re¬
straint does pose special problems for correctional officials inasmuch
as correctional policy makers cannot control the rate of intake into
their system. This function is dependent upon the decisions of the
police and the courts. Nevertheless, correctional administrators can
move away from less beneficial social control strategies towards more
cost-efficient alternatives.
The benefit-cost ratio of diversion was analyzed earlier in this
paper. The extent to which the development of alternatives to incar¬
ceration has allowed the state to divest itself of more costly prisons
is illustrated in the table on the following page.
Table 7








OF TOTAL DIVERSION PERCENT
1979 106,061 ,511 42,324,607 40% 1,633,577 2%
1980 99,669,778 48,704,957 49% 2,309,227 2%
1981 126,019,384 54,950,252 44% 2,514,373 2%
1982 128,867,604 66,298,762 51% 3,191,367 2%
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Selected Budgets 1979-82
The above tale highlights the direct cost of correctional institutions
and diversion as a percentage of total departmental expenditures. The re¬
sults suggest that diversion has not had a significant effect on reducing
state expenditures for correctional institutions. In fact, correctional
expenditures as a percentage of total departmental funds have increased
from forty (40) percent in 1979 to fifty-one (51) in 1982, while di¬
version costs have remained constant over the years. Increases in institu¬
tional expenditures seem to have been at the expense of the probation,
parole and institutional support units. These developments can be ex¬
pected to continue given the current state of the offender population.
It is interesting to note that the greatest improvement for institu¬
tions occurred between 1981 and 1982, the same years the smallest incre¬
ments in total expenditures were realized. Hence, there appears to be
no efforts towards abandoning correctional institutions in Georgia.
Finally, the expenditures for diversion are so minute (compara¬
tively), that it seems safe to say that diversion programming has not
resulted in any savings to the state.
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VI. CONCLUSION
This study examined the fiscal effects of an alternative form
of social control for offenders thought to be less threatening to
the society. This was accomplished by providing some descriptive and
quantitative data regarding the proposition that diversion-restitution
centers are economically viable alternatives to incarceration in Georgia
This material was analyzed in context of an ever increasing prison popu¬
lation and the need for the state to pursue inexpensive management sy¬
stems for the control of disruptive behavior.
The results of the analysis disclosed that diversion programs have
the advantage of being more cost-efficient when compared to selected
productive activities of institutionalized offenders in Georgia. This
advantage was ensured by the fact that offenders placed in diversion
centers are required to obtain renumerated work. However, this work
tends to take a subsidiary role to maintaining room and board payments,
and to a lesser extent, court costs and fines. Relatedly, restitution
payments to victims seem to have been relegated to a secondary objective
Nevertheless, the advantage of renumerated work has implications
for incarcerated offenders. That is, provided the "shakers and makers"
of correctional policy have the wherewithal and courage to formulate
and implement a few basic strategies, the current benefits generated
by incarcerated offenders can be increased. Towards this end, the
following recommendations are proposed:
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-Efforts must be made to inform the public of the vast
benefits currently accruing from the productive acti¬
vities of incarcerated offenders.
-Policies prohibiting wage payments to incarcerated of¬
fenders must be repealed. Also, public policies that
restrict the distribution and sale of commodities pro¬
duced by incarcerated offenders must be nullified.
-Policies must be implemented providing for wage payments
to incarcerated offenders commensurate with their skill
level and experience, and comparable to wages for similar
work in the "free world" labor market.
-Policies must be implemented establishing a full-employment
program for institutionalized offenders. This program would
emphasize the development of useful work experience as the
primary and ultimate objective.
-Policies must be implemented which promote the expansion
of the present contractual incarcerated inmate labor ser¬
vices to state, county and municipal agencies, and the
extension of these services to federal agencies.
-Establishment of an inmate labor board which would be
charged with overseeing all of the institutional work
details and related activities of incarcerated offenders.
This board would consist of a majority of incarcerated
offenders.
Other data in this study were set forth to explore some of the
effects of diversion programming on the Georgia correctional system.
The resulting evidence identified a tendency for the use of diversion
programming to supplement the correctional system, as opposed to the
intended aim of curtailing the use of penal institutions in Georgia.
In other words, the development and use of diversion programming has
facilitated increased state intervention in the lives of Georgia's
population.
Also, there is no clear evidence that expenditures for corrections
have been saved as a result of placing offenders in diversion centers.
To the contrary, expenditures for corrections have increased remarkably
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over the years under consideration of this study. This kind of ration¬
ing of resources is especially noteworthy when viewed in light of the
fact that appropriations for most life sustaining social programs have
been either reduced or eliminated.
Vin. RECOMMENDATIONS
Based upon the preceding discussion on the costs and benefits of
incarceration and diversion programming in Georgia, the diversion pro¬
gram was found to be more beneficial in dealing with offenders from a
governmental vantage point. The overall success of diversion depends
to a large extent on offenders being paid wages for their labor. That
is, when offenders are actually renumerated for their labor, the ad¬
vantage of offender reimbursements for room and board, payments for
court costs and fines, revenues from federal and state taxes and re¬
stitution payments to victims are realized. These benefits support the
cost of diversion programs. When offenders are provided the opportunity
to acquire and develop relevant job skills, then those offenders have
at least marginally enhanced their chances for leading positive and
progressive lives. Inasmuch as most people are motivated by economic
rewards, paid work can have a positive effect on offenders,. Moreover,
sending marginal offenders to diversion centers as opposed to penal
institutions helps to ease the burden of prison overcrowding.
With respect to further enhancing the effectiveness of diversion
programming, the following recommendations are offered:
-Implementation of a vocational training program coupled with the
expansion of remedial literacy skills programming. Such pro¬
gramming should result in a shift in emphasis away from the psy¬
chologically oriented programming and towards the development of
transferable job skills. This would also enhance the residents'
opportunities for successful reintegration into their communities.
-Increased involvement of individuals not directly concerned with
the correctional system. This would allow greater interaction
between offenders and lay members of the community which in turn
would help to dismiss the commonly held view that offenders are
somehow different from non-offenders.
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G. Georgia Farm Unit Labor Valuation FY 1979-82
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I. Georgia Correctional Industries Labor Valuation FY 1979-82
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Appendix A
DIVERSION-RESTITUTION PER OFFENDER COST CALCULATION
FY 1979-82
Apljendix A


















PERSONNEL 45,884,091 69';;, 38,198,562 69% 33,810,757 68‘/j 28,961,827 66%
FOOD 7,296,556 11% 6,367,214 12% . 6,083,154 12% 4,971,674 12%
OPERATIONAL 5,062,092 8/j 4,613,507 8/j 3,968,647 8% 3,945,775 9%




5,514,184 8% 4,316,878 8% 3,653,858 7% 3,067,438 7%
EQUIPMENT 1,616,885 2% 1,231,807 2/0 232,068 1% 763,113 2%
OTHER:EXPENSES 473,333 1% 157,617 1% 324,415 1% 682,190 1%
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES 66,505,681 loo;; 55,148,525 100% 49,443,692 100% 42,613,104 lOOS'i
LESS:
OTHER FUNDS 206,919 198,273 738,735 288,497
STATE FUNDS 66,298,762 54,950,252 48,704,957 42,324,607
NUMBER OF
OFFENDERS 10,184 10,034 9,592 8,914
ANNUAL COST
PER OFFENDERS 6,510 5,476 5,078 4,748
DAILY COST
PER OFFENDER 17.84 15.00 13.91 13.00
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Selected Budgets 1979-1982
NOTE: The above analysis reflects all direct institutional costs, plus tlie Food
Program. Not included are capital outlay, inmate release funds, and
other institutional support costs.
Appendix B
GEORGIA CORRECTIONAL INSTITUTIONS PER OFFENDER COST
CALCULATION FY 1979-82
Appendix 13


















PERSONNEL 2,597,037 71-/: 2,008,981 68‘;i 1,745,697 66% 1,245,597 6251
FOOD 369,497 lO^i 290,427 lo;; 207,737 111.; 209,112 1011
OPERATIONAL 201,205 5% 200,445 7vi 179,820 7% 137,134 711
RENTS 255,053 7% 209,730 7% 214,194 6% 104,102 1011
UTILITIES & TELE¬
COMMUNICATION 213,055 164,412 5/j 136,619 55i 105,112 511
EQUIPMENT 7,391 15i 63,996 2% 70,372 3%j 107,057 511
OTHER
EXPENDITURES 12,064 1% 25,614 1% 14,377 1% 29,823 111
TOTAL
EXPENDITURES 3,656,902 1005o 2,971,605 100>i 2,640,824 10011 2,018,737 10011
LESS:
OTHER FUNDS 465,615 457,232 339,597 305,160
STATE FUNDS 3,191,367 2,514,373 2,309,227 1,633,577
NUMBER OF
OFFENDERS 456 421 379 339
ANNUAL COST PER
OFFENDER 6,999 5,972 6,093 4,019
DAILY COST
PER OFFENDER 19.17 16,36 16.70 13.20
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Selected Budgets 1979-1982
MOTE: The above analysis reflects all program costs, plus the Food Program.
Probation overhead and other indirect costs have been excluded. Other
funds Include federal grants.
Appendix C
DIVERSION-RESTITUTION CENTERS EARNING AND DISBURSEMENT DATA
FY 1979-82
Appendix C
diversion-restitution centers earning and disbursement data
FY 1979-82
ACTIVITY FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
GROSS
EARNINGS $2,386,271 $2,211,109 $1,849,694 $1,455,594
TAXES
DEDUCTED 446,719 410,686 330,195 251,131
NET
EARNINGS $1,939,552 $1,800,423 $1,519,499 $1,204,463
ROOM AND BOARD
PAYl-lENTS 699,724 654,262 501,430 371,054
FAIilLY
ASSISTANCE 178,638 132,366 120,143 115,003
RESTITUTION




300,233 279,415 211,244 146,101
TOTAL
BENEFITS $1,775,316 $1,600,715 $1,268,009 $ 963,735
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Public Affairs, Selected Annual
Reports 1979-1982
NOTE: Total benefits include taxes deducted, room and board
payments, family assistance, restitution payments and
court costs and fines.
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Appendix D
GEORGIA TRANSITIONAL CENTERS EARNINGS AJMD DISBURSn<IENT DATA
FY 1979-82
Appendix D




EARNINGS $1, 553,084 $1 ,109,987 $1 ,035,679 $724,859
TAXES
COLLECTED 252,744 177,700 149,339 125,478
NET




$ 358,310 $ 281,270 $ 273,561 $181,792
TOTAL
BENEFITS $ 611,054 $ 458,970 $ 422,900 $307,270
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Public Affairs, Selected Annual
Reports 1979-82








GEORGIA MOBILE INMATE CONSTRUCTION CREW
LABOR VALUATION
FY 1979-82
A B C D E
ANNUAL TOTAL
NUMBER PER HOURS LABOR
OF OFFENDER PER MINIMUIvl VALUATION-
YEAR OFFENDERS HOURS YEAR V/AGE BENEFITS
1979 50 2,080 104,000 $2.90 $241,280
1980 50 2,080 104,000 $3.10 $257,920
1981 50 2,080 104,000 $3.35 $278,720
1982 50 2,080 104,000 $3.35 $278,720
NOTE; A = EXTRACTED FROM GEORGIA DOR FACT BOOK
B = 52 \fEEK3 X 40 HOURS VrtlEKLY
C = A X B
D = PREVAILING HINIMUl-I WAGE
E = C X D MINUS .2 (C X D)
Appendix F
GEORGIA FARtI PRODUCTION COSTS AND NET V/HOLESALE
VALUATION FY 1979-82
Appendix F
GEORGIA FAR14 PRODUCTION COSTS AND NET WHOLESALE
VALUATION FY 1979-82
ACTIVITY FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
V/HOLESALE
VALUE $5,092,369 $4,406,110 $4,457,374 $4,135,631
COST OF




(BENEFITS) $1,481,069 $1,057,743 $1,737,351 $1,376,312
SOURCE: Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Selected
Budgets 1979-1982
Appendix G
GEORGIA FARtI UNIT LABOR VALUATION
FY 1979-82
Appendix G








1979 900,000 $2.90 $2,610,000
1980 900,000 $3.10 $2,790,000
1981 900,000 $3.35 $3,015,000
1982 900,000 $3.35 $3,015,000
NOTE: A = EXTRACTED FROM SELECTED DOR BUDGETS
B = PREVAILING MINIMUM WAGE
C = A X B
Appendix H
GEORGIA CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES PROFIT/LOSS STATEMENTS
FY 1979-82
Appendix H
GEORGIA CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES PROFIT/LOSS STATEMENTS
FY 1979-02
SALES AND REVENUE FY-82 FY-81 FY-80 FY-79
CHEMICAL PRODUCTION $ 859,887 $ 696,721 $ 651,200 $ 536,760
CONCRETE PRODUCTION 49,247 74,494 56,322 36,507
TEXTILE PRODUCTION 1,928,293 1,185,210 848,476 978,163
METAL PRODUCTION 782,087 867,151 607,703 530,528
PRINTING SERVICE 419,934 366,275 321,405 246,762
SCREEN-SIGN 1,029,984 1,186,548 1 ,031,625 1,083,027
TAG PLANT 3,273,388 1,546,655 1 ,282,260 831,037
WOOD PRODUCTS^ 89,507 165,139 192,709 118,282
TIRE RECAPPING^ N/A N/A 7,241 113,954
OTHER REVENUES 376,507 122,889 97,590 14,176
TOTAL REVENUES $8,802,384 $6,211,682 $5 ,096,531 $4,489,196
COST OF GOODS SOLD $5,371,736 $3,719,245 $2 ,899,004 $2,664,298
GROSS PROFIT $3,436,648 $2,492,437 $2 ,197,527 $1,824,898
OTHER EXPENSES $2,359,138 $2,062,966 $1 ,635,367 $1,525,640
NET INCOME BENEFITS $ 883,138 $ 429,471 $ 562,047 $ 299,258
SOURCE; Georgia DOR Office of Budget and Planning, Correctional Industries
Comparative Profit/Loss Statements 1979-1982
(1) operation closed FY-82
(2) operation closed FY-80
NOTE
Appendix I
GEORGIA CORRECTIONAL INDUSTRIES LABOR VALUATION
FY 1979-82
Appendix I
GEORGIA CORRECTIOriAL INDUSTRIES LABOR VALUATION
FY 1979-82
















1979 580 2,080 1,206,400 $2.90 $2,798,848
1980 580 2,080 1,206,400 $3.10 $2,991,872
1981 605 2,080 1,258,400 $3.35 $3,372,512






EXTRACTED FROM SELECTED DOR ANNUAL REPORTS
52 V/EEKS X 40 HOURS WEEKLY
A X B
PREVAILING MINIMUM WAGE
C X D MINUS .2 (C X D)
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